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ABSTRACT '
" To deternine the effects of deficient reading skills

'in the military service, researchers met. with military and civilian

officials from four recruit training centers, major research
activities personnel, and the commands accountable for education and
training. Next, questionnaires were sent to fifteen recruit training
centers to obtain data on the.services' remedial reading programs.

. ‘On-site reviews of remedial reading programs in each of the services
~were conducted. teveral adverse effects of poor reading ability were

found. Poor re rs (1) were discharged at higher than normal rate;

(2) face difficulty in technical training. (3). do not perform as well
on the job; and (4) have limited career potential. Among the efferts

. of the Department of Defense (DOD) to alleviate this problem was the

development of reading improvement programs. Efforts were. also made
to reduce the difficulty of reading material that personnel must use,
but further efforts are needed in this area. .Among the suggested |
alternatives tp alleviate this problem were more selective

‘recruitment, reevaluation and redesign of literacy training programs, -

and sinplification of reading materials. It was recommended that more

cefforts in this area be made. (LOcations visited and characteristics

of the DOD reading remediation programs are appended.) (CT) <
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) Military services’' data indicate some enlisted - v .
- personnel have' reading abilities beiow the | R
- written material they are expected to use A
< during their careers. This problem is not néw .
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The HOnorable _ \ . R
The Secretary of Defense : : .- )(/ AR

-

" Dear Mr. Secretary- a ' : .

This report discusses the prbblem of/1111teracy among #
some enlisted persdnnel and the services' attempts to deal

. w1th it.
* Our recommendatlons to you are set :‘Eth .on page 24,
'As you know, section 236, of the LegisYative Reorganizatlon
Act .of 1970 requires the head of a Federal agency to submit
‘a written statement on actions taken on our recommendations ,
to thé House Committee pn Government Operations and Senate '
Committee on Governmental Affairs not later than 60 days :
-~ after the date of the report and to the House and Sepate
« e Commxttees on Approprlatlons with the agency's firstf request X
for approg§i§t1ons made more than 60 days after the date
of the re . : .
S Coples of‘thls report are being sent to;the Dlrec#or,
‘Office of Management and Buydget; the Chairmen, House Commit-
tee on- Approptiafions and Senate Subcommittee on Defense;
Chairmen, Youse fand Senate Committees.on Armed Services; - '
‘Chairman, House Committee on Government Operations; Chalrman,
Servate Commiktee 'dn vernmental Affairs; the Secretaries of
sthe Army, 'Navy, and Air orce, and the-Assistant Secretary
. “anf Defense ¢Comptroller)' Copies are also being sent ta. the St
Secretary of Health, Educatlon, an&ﬁWeIfare- the Commissicgner - |
of Education; and the Dlrector,'National Instltute of .

1

Education. . o . . -
_ . _ ;- ws * " Sincerely yours, A T
. ) " - » . ", : . -
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LGENERAL ACCbUNTINd OFFICE e A NEED TO ADDRESS ILLITERACY
"REPORT TO THE SECRETARY ) - PROBLEMS IN THE MILITARY
OF DEFENSE . : Department of Defense

/.

DIGEST q
A recent U.5. Office of Eﬁdcation study <
revealed that 22 percent of Americamr J -
. adults do not have sufficient read1ng o
b skills to-effectively cope with daily "life.

GAO wanted to determine whether thls con-

dition extends to the military services

: and, if so, what effect it has on military -

- o operatlons. ‘.

GAO found that the 1111teracy problem ‘has
existed in the ,services for. years. Many
o military studies 1dent1f1ed(a gap between
*  the reading level of enlisted personnel and = .
® the difficulty of written material they are
& . . -expected&o encounter ‘during the1r careers, - R
8% . .- The Department of Defense, however , does not
v Thave. enough informatlon to determine the
; . éxtent of the problem. ,
K ' lhe serv1ces have impl : 4 2
. plemented programs cost
.- - ~" ing over $3. million annually to improve ) J
selected 1nd1v1duals reading ab111ty and -
L, ‘have committed at least $8 “million in an - )/
L 'A attempt.to reduce the dlfflculty of the -

written material. Many resgarch projects , t =
have been copducted\ by theAServices on var - c
ious aspects ~f the eracy problemn. .

However , Defense has not established a policy
to address the total .problem,. nor has it
stated whether it assumes a general responsi-
bility for 1mprov1ng the literacy™ of,enllsted
personnel. -

aGAO found that poor readers, compared to -

S ’ --have hlgher discharge rate?. 7

——experience more difficulty in training,

‘! . --perform less satisfactorilylon the job and
moval’ the report o i ' FPCD-77- }3
EKC'OI’ Eate should b': noted hereon. - B e .

== " |

the average enllsted populatlon, ‘tended to -' C ;\
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==lack the potential for career advancement.

Such conditions are not only costly to the
services but are-an obstacle to effective
use of manpower. To correct the situation,
the services have several options including -
more selective recruiting, revising training
programs, reducing the difficulty of reading
materials, and improving the reading ability
of personnels—~a combination of alternatives
'may be desirable.

RECOMMENDATIONS o

GAO recommends that the Secretary of Defense
develop a policy to address the illiteracy
problem and have the Department to: )

~ .
--Determine the reading grade level regquired.
5. . for each military occupation a assess
- the magnitude of the services' 1} literacy
probi;m'within each occupation. . ’

~

- --§§Eéqfish an overall minimum reading grade
R level required’ for enlistment that will
still allow the services to meet their
quantity goals, and consider establishing
° a specific reading grade level requirement
to enter each occupation. - :

Tt

-+Determine reading ability beforéfenlist:
ment So that if very poor readers do not

"~ qualify for militaty,service, they ean
# T.be counseled to seek' help fromy civilian . .
o bx‘_\og_r ams. ' ' )

'—TInte ify efforts to reduce the éomplexity

v of wriﬁfen materjals. - l .

the reading skills qof military personnel

--Decide ﬁg;exfent of efforts to improve
. as a matffer of general responsibility.

: € -
. =~Analyze the value and effectiveness of
current remedial fraining programs in im-
proving trainability and job performance.

-—-Should'remedial programs be contjglied, - ,
make certain that they are intey with

CT ' ) . ‘
\)‘ Fe - kq ? 5 » N

‘ii /




- ®kill training|s caréer counseling,and

- central, coordina
.grams including

general education development: and provide
d control ‘of the pro-
tandardized eligibility

“criteria, course content, gmalg. and

evaluation systems.

--Coordinate efforts with the. U, S Office

of Education 'and the Natienal Instttute of
Education to benefit from ‘their expertise
and regearch on the national illiteracyo
problem. - . :

In view. of the p0951b1e.consequences of. the
illiteracy problem on. the operational ef-
fectiveness of the miljtary services,. we
wrecommend the Secretary of Defense consider
‘reporting annually to the Congress on
progress being made to alleviate the problem

- of illiteracy among military personnel
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CHAPTER 1

"INTRODUCTION

A 1975 U.S. Office of Education (OE) study disclosed
that 20 - percent of the American adultupopula;idﬁ acked
the basic communication and computati&hq&/ﬁkills td effec-
“tively cope with everyday - life; specjfically,.only 46 percent
of the adult population was estimated to be competent readers,?
while 32 percent function but noﬁ/gfoficiently and 22 percent
function with JdIT¥Et '

’

culty.

ry stydies indicate that this pfoblem
Sservices. These reports show that a gap
ability of enlisted military personnel
ficulty of written materia\f they are ex-

Several milit
carries ‘pver to th
between ffthe readin
and thelreading di
pected encounte
their performance.
nature o? the studies:

during their careers will ladversely affect
e follqwing quotations reflect the

--In the prologue to an April 1974 reportfon
literacy training programs in the servgces, e -7
Dr. M. Richard Rese, then Deputy Assistant
Secretary of Defense for Education, stated that
\* * * estimates 1/ qof a continued flow of
X\ecruit) accessions with reading problems

/dnto the Armed Forces are essentially cofrect

. * * *, Progress in dealing with the literacy *
problem is essentjal if the productive potential
and  more effective utilization of a portion of
oyr manpower regources are to bhe achieved." -

\ . .

-—The Air Force in an Octob®c 1975 repart con-

. cluded tnat: "In absolupe humbers the existence
of a 'reading problgm' appears to be a legitimate
concern, varticularly if one realizes that the

! turnover of personnel is a long term process and
that enlistment crijteria ave likely to fluctuate
downward from the J}nuary 975 level."

- --Referring to men who read at 'less than the eighth
grada2 level, a Navy study, reported:r in October o
1375, stated that: "These men may be expected to
comprehend most Navy material if .they can reread
the material and are assisted by other personnel.

- : ' T

l/SpﬂEific figuras were not mentioned in the report®
- ’ : - .

¢ v
3
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‘*H&E;*"””Howéver, the efficiency of their job performance
3 will most likely be impaired and of a marginally
acceptable level. 1If these men are reqguired to /
act in a time of emergency in any way that re-
- quires the use of printed material, they may well
rove to be a hazard to effective Navy
operationsg."”

“=-Army researchers reported ., in 1975 that "* * «
the ability to perform adequately o many military .
= jobs  is determined to some extent by the indi-
~ viduals' ability to read * * * Men (who read be-
low the level of the manuals and materials) * % «
can be expected to experience difficulty in usin

instructional materials and manuals in ‘training
for or performing their milita:y jobs." '

/J--In a_November 1975 letter, the Commandant of the s
Marine Corps noted "* * * concern not only for
the recruits who are deficient ih r ing skills _

-but also for those Marines whose ills are not <
at lévels which enable them to compete sucess-

fully in technical training."” He went omrto say

"* * * the objective (of aylarge-scale reading ,
program) would be to increase the probability af -
each Marine's success in assimilating the tech-)
nical requirements after “completion ?f recruit
training." .

"o

. /

"The Department of Defense (DOD) is apparently concerned
.,about the. illiteracy problem and its impact on military opera-
tions. The problem is not new nor has DOD totally ighored it.
For years, however, the services have recruited individuals
whose reading ability was below that of the material they were

*~ likely to epcounter during their careers either on the job or
\. in a general sense (e.g., ability to read notices, warning Y
signs, and emergency procedures). The effect of illiterad" )

on the services is not readily quantifiablesand has never
been fully assessed. ~ - L .

Although we have examined only the. reading problem, other
elements should be cbnsidered in solving thé general illjteracy
situation. These elements include oral communication, compre-
*hension, the relationship of reading to job skills, the
redesigning of skill training through a systems approachs.
career counseling, and ,general education development. )

. DOD .does not compile information on the bverall reading
ability of military personnel and cannot, therefore, accurately
7t7e the magnitude of the Mlliteracy problem. Isolated studies

2 710, v

1
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.have been.performed by and _for the services which indi_ate . .
the reading ability of ®nlisted personnel Jentering the €erv-
ices. For example, a Yeading teat was given #o0 about 25,000
recruits entering the Sdn Diego Naval Training Center betweoen

May 1974-and March 1975. The test result (shown below) in-
dicated that 18 perofnt were at a reading grade level (RGL)
below 8.0 which some/authorities consider roughly the minimal
level required to adequately function ln society. The overall
test results were: :

E
( : ¥ Percent of
. - RGL _(note a) - recruits
Less than 4.0 1.8 A .
4.0 to 5.9 5.7
6.0 to 7.9 {10.6°"
8.0 to 9.9 18.3 _
10.0 and above ' 63.5.

7 a/RGL lndicates the academic grade level and month at which
the indivldual is reading. For example, a 4.5 mean: the-
person reads it ‘a level comparable to ope who is in the 5th
morith of the 4th gradé. .. R v

In fiscal year 1975, Navy researcher s compared>recruits'
ability to read to the readgbility lcvels of manuals they
are -expected to read and found that 40 to 50 percent of the
recruits had a readindg ability below, that of their job-
related reading material. Research data indicated the

+ average difficulty of training school méiterials was‘'14.0
(second year college level), while the median reading _ability
of San Diego recrujits was 10.5. Twenty-five percent of the
recruits tested read. below the 8.7 RGL or gnore than five !
grades lower than the materials they ,would encounter in
formal training. 4 ! 1

3 * \
A September 1976 research report sponsored by the Navy .,
ncluded the follow1ng- .

and the results of the NRTT 1/ scaling was con-
cluded that approximately 10 to 20 pereent of Eﬁe
Navy's enlisted populatign have reading!prablems..
However, the severity of the problem may be somewhat
hidden by the repetitive nature of the job tasks 1 j:;

"Based on the Navy Job Reading Task Interzlew daté;\

-

1/Navy Reading Task Test. p /

R . - ' \ S

. .‘ . . | . "5 N ’
ST | 12 :
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' A
which permit repeated opportifities for learning = ~
the necessary information by rereading and re-
peated job performance. Since it was found that
reading deficiency could act as a barrier to ad-
vancement, this has a limiting effect on the
person's career and hjms utility for the Navy.

Thus, it is not in the best interest of either party
to ignore the reading deficiency. It seems fea-
sible to reduce the amount of job skill 'nice-to- - .
know' information without effecting the quality

of entry level job performance. This réduction

would effect training time, as well as cost savings,
which cduld then be used to provide reading skills
training without adding additional tdime or cost to
the current training system. Thus, it does appear
- to be feasible to develop an integrated job skills/
reading skills training system which might permit

the marginally skilled person to have a more sat- ,
igfying career in the Navy while simultaneously X
providing a more competent Navy force."

Data compiled by the San Diego Marine Corps Depot
on 19,460 recruits between February 1975 and January 1976
revealed that 25 percent read below the eighth grade 1level.
("The Guidebook for Marines," whacﬁ contains basic military
informatjon and is used during récruit training, is written
at approximately the 8th grade level.) The follaqwing chart
summarizes the Marine Corps findings congcerning recruit
reading ability: ' - ~

’ .

1/The total of recruits during this periodfwaé 29,690; at

'least 16 percenb~of all recruits read below the 8th grade

s

level, //// T

ves

1/
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f‘ﬁ,‘a/The 10,730 .recruits not. tested had h gh scores on ty%i

. quallfylng.examlnatlons for -military #ervice. Program of- ' }i
) ficials .assumed that these 1nd1v1auals read _above the :

lOth grna.de level . ‘, : : . "'? ) ’ . \r .

AN . . )

. Studles have shown the average readlng ab111ty of Army
4 personnel to be at the"®th grade level, while the average = .
: » level of readlng material used is above the 1llth grade”level.
Data complled by the Army's Tra1n1ng and Doctrine Ceommand ;
. showed. that about 20 percent of 38,000 recruits tested at
X Army reception stations betweén January»l and March 31, 1976,
- read below the seventh grade level :

o .
* .

The Air Tra1n1ng Command gavé ‘reading tests to ‘40 percent
..., of all nonprior service: “recruit and all trainees fa111ng
_technlcal .training- over a 90-day period in early-1975." The
results showed that only abo Pt 4 percent of -the recruits read
,below the ninth grade level,” with Lthe me an’ ' reading “level be1ng
12.1. Thefé/\?age grade level &f the technlcal -training-=
academlc attritees from ffVe training centers. was 10.5. The
study reg§ults indicate that reading probl S are not as
severe -amorig the Air Force personnel. B -

' Although the referedﬁed stud1es do not'emcompass all =~ & -
'm111tary persdnnel, the number of. enl1stees tested was - ade- ’
quate to suggest that-many servicemen's reading ab111ty Ais:

- well''below that of.  the reading material they must. use“*fThe

_‘:studles may,pnderstate the extent of the problem.z31ncefthey ;;_W'
' are very receént and reflect a higher quality of recruit: ™ - ¢

dye to the. currentpfavorable recru1t1ng engiroament rather - .
‘than the total population of the services$ Furtﬁbrmore. thei“
increasing: technologlcal complexity. of. equlpmen and weaponry- , ,

- could result in ‘'shortages of gunalified (lxtera ) perspnﬁer e
‘in some military occupat;onsJ/p A R S A
o o e .

-
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s e | EHAPTEB_g _
TR ADVERSE EFFECTS OF Poow Rgggggg__

: ; : . |
R fb\Adverse effects..wh ch off1c1a1s and r searchers sald/ﬂ
relate to poor reading ability .include qlgh attrltlon OrL,.. l

- discharge rates, ppor perfdrméﬁce in traiding and on the
job,~ and limited career potentlal However, demonstrating
a direct causal relationship’ between readlng ab111ty and its
effects is difficdlt becauée many factors can’ contribute to.
these problems. For example, readlng ‘corrglates highly with
general aptltude, so it is difficult to determine if .an in-"
‘dividual 's poor job performance it due to poor readlng,abllltY'
or low: aptitude. Further, it migh -be poor motivation or . .
lack of self-discipline, rather than inadequate reading-
ablllty. that caused an individual to be e11m1nated -from tech-
nical tra1n1ng or dlscharged E _ . \5 .

y .
Keeplng in mind these quallflcatlons, avallab{e o :

information demonstrates that- low readers, when dompared;:to
the average military popul ion (1) -havé higher dlscharge and
.attrition rates, (2) experil€nce more difficulty in technical
tralnlng. (3) perform less satisfactofily on the job, (4) an8
" have less potential for™career.advancement. Such conditions
are not only costly but‘}nhlblt effective use of manpower‘

i

2
-

adl
POOR READERS DISCHARGED AT _ - 4 IR o
HIGHER THAN NORMAL RATE T . KN/

’ Data‘gz 23 OOO/recrults at the San. D1ego Naval Ty 1n1ng
Center. between June 1974 and January 1975 demonstrated that
low readers werevglscharged durlng training at much higher

rates than bette/ readers, as shown below: - -
/ . ‘ } e - ' ‘“. v
/’ Percent_ ’
RGL -+ _ discharged
/‘ ~ v . ! o ) ] . . . o .‘
Less than 4.0 ' .. 64 . ‘ N
. 4.0 to 5.9 ' . .20 | | oW
6.0 to 7.9 ‘ 10 ' -« &
. 8.0 to 9.9 ' L 7- C ' %ET#
o . /10.0 to 12.0 . e 4 S

oy The researchers that developed the E%ove data were not
able td state une@ulvocally that a direct cause/effect rela-
tlonshlp existed between. reading ability and recruit discharges.
‘They. concluded that reading ability contributes s1gn1flcantLy '
to the prediction of discharges during recrdit tralnlng,
1ndependently of other variables. : E , B

[
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. . .Data. from readlng'remedlatlon programs we visited
1ndlcated th'at participants in such programs, even after . .
1mprov1ng “thedr reading skills, were- ss likely to complete |

recruit tra1n1ng than other recru1ts. For example, at (the .
San DiegqQ Marine Corps Recruit Depot where recruits reading: . —
less than 4.5 were admitted to a remediation preggram .betWeen '

* “February 1974 and January 197%.. almost 30 perdeht -of the -
participants did- not graduate from recrui tra1n1ng. Duang
that periody the recruit discharge rate fot the Marine® qups v";
as a whole ranged from about 11 to 15 percent ( . -

-t A report on the Air Force. remedlaL readlpg program P
showed a 30 percent discharge rate.’for program participants . '
in ..1974, compared to an 8 peré¢ent rate for all . recru1ts'
enterlng "basic’ tralnlng. ~ » S

s MR
We found one study wh1ch tracked remedial reading program .Q
part1C1pants throughout the'ir military gareers. - .The- study

. charted the dlscharge rate of 1,515 Navy enlistees who had
participated in remed1a1 readlng programs between 1967 and

©'1972. The groups' average reading grade level when _entering
the program was-3.75. The researchers found that 56 percent
~of the poor readers had either been prematurely discharged
from the Navy ‘or had completed an enllstment and not.been
recommended for reenllstment., : .

- e

.The Department of Defense: has focused sQme attentnon

.on this problem through its various remedial reading programs.
Several military officials _said that ‘a major purpose of re-
‘medial réading programs was té reduce discharg or attgition
in recruit training and technical training.. Théy reason hat_
enlisted personnel are not at a productive level until’ they -
<reaﬂh their first QJuty "assignment, so to discharge someone dur-
-ing recruit training.or technical training represents- almost
a total loss to the services. Costs associated with these
early discharges include pay, travel, recruiting, cloth1n§
and tra1n1ng expenses. The following chart summarizes
serv1ces data on the average cost per recruit Wdischarged.

‘ - . Average cost per recruit

,é' : L S~ . not completing recrult
| Service . . s R tralnl_g
b . N:Air'porce | | | $2,871 ' - .
Marine Corps . - 2,473 " o
. ~Army - : Ty, 2,265 :
‘ Navy ) \ S 1,881
S . I
*» " D ’ a'P' ' '
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_A§ WELL ON_THE JOB -

$ \ ‘
o ‘ ’ ’ ‘ . T ’ - //'.J
POOR. READERS FACE DIFFICULTY ,) ] .
IN TE g NICAL TRAINING . : o . A

v

f After g aduating from rec 1t tra1n1ng. most personnel
receiVe tech al training of allvanced ‘training in an occu-
pational sp 1a11ty before being assiyned to a duty station.
For example/ approximately 70 percent of the graduates from
Navy recruit' facilitles receive such _training, while the
Air Force's figure is out 85 percent., Of course thede,
pércentages are not regeesentatlve of  low readers, because.

_many poor readers do nat quallfy for techn1ca1 trarnlng W

Although the reading requlrements of technloal tralnrng
vary—samong courses; several instructors said that poor
‘readers were less likely to perform well. Some instruct
said that they had t°-¥Pd1g;Fﬂé{1Y tutor low readers and
redesign their 1nstruct10n approach to’ place less emphas1s
on readlng. '

The 1n1t1al results of a Navy research study re1nf rce
these observations. Researchers found: 1mportant correlayions
between reading ability and test performénce in certain Mavy
"A" school (occupatlonal training) courses.: According to~the
, researchers, a relationship seems to exist between readlng
levél and techn1ca1 tra1n1ng performanpe.

.

.

A 1975 Navy study conducted at a Navy technical’ ‘training
" center reported that "the reading problem is especially"
serious in- the A schools in, the volunteer Navy of today."
. This situation was. qﬁtrlbuted partky to (1) public schools
not adequately -telaching reading skills -and gzp the increasing
complexlty and demands of many Navy, ratlngs. e : :

bFrom Septembes 1974 through June 1975, klr Force
researchers examined the reasons for student attrltlon in
53 cdurses ‘at 5 techn1cal training centers. Accordlng to the
researchers,. abouta900 students attrited for academic reasons
.with. about 12 percent of those attr1buted to 1nadequate readl g

) ablllt . o : - v . - \
"" y . : ' -¢ . . , Jﬁ .

" POOR READERS DO NOT PERFORM - - e b
, o]

r search relating reading

e
av,

i Accordlng’to Nau*bresearchers.

ab111ty to- job. perform¥®nce has been 1li tted and has encountered
at least two obstacles. First, it -has n found that reading

. ability and general titude- are hlghly rédated,” making it
difficult to isolate readi ng as a'variable affectlng Job DeEL~
formande. Second, identifying appropriate measures of job
~performance has been difficult. v
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- Notwithstanding these problems.,researd% indicates*tha; v
reading ability does affect job performance. " A Navy researcp

report States: N _ v
- [ ] ,. v . . . - | .
"Clearly; reading is essential to j per formance - -

.if persQnnel aré to operate autonomously * * * The
effectiveness and e ficiency of job performance,

thereforp, will be /reduced to the extent that the -
readi difficulty/of job materials exceeds the o
readify ability of/ personnel * #* xn N

?’

An Army report discuss ng the literac prgblg%-stétfd.that
arm qracy M- S-abed tha

_ N _
: "gg have seen that * * * there is a ‘consistent
.-~ positive relationship between readjng ability and
: -job proficiency."- )
\

Discussions with'military supervisory -personnel under-
scored these findings. They noted a number of instances ‘where
subordinates _with reading problems had difficulty .comprehend-
ing written instructions. Several supervisors commented that

- #they had to spend extra time redoing the work oy, r readers
of ‘teaching them how to do it® properly. : i;o oL
POOR READERS .HAVE . ‘ .
LYMITED CAREER POTENTIAL o | ‘ | e

Officials, we interviewed often .cited lack of career
botential as an adverse effect “of poor reading ability. Offi-
cials stated that 10w reader’s may be able to reach the E-4 = -
level (in a career ' scale ‘ranging. from E-1 to E-9), but promo-

~tion above ‘that grade was unljkely because- of "additional: \
administrative., responsibiliti’es and reading ‘reguirements at
‘higher levels.and because advancement is based on written
examinations,. as ‘'well.as job performance. ‘ '

The Navy study that tracked 1,515 sailors .who had
received remedial reading training supports. the contention 'of .
limited careér potential for poor reéaders. The research
stated that as of March 1976, 186 of . the sailors were $till
on active duty. Those individuals had been in the servigce' from
3-1/2 to 8 years; most had.been in at least 4 years. 41though
-sailors normally are.promoted to E-4 within 30 months of the ~
time they enter the service, about 47 percent of the remedial
reading participants still in the service were E-3 or below
after at least 42 months of active duty. Further, although.
sailors normally reach E-5 within 47 -months, only 16 percent
of the participants reached E-5 or aboye despitfe the fact
.that most of them had been in the service for 4 years, or
Inore and some had been in as long as 8 years. ' ‘

& L ' ' 10
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[~ Army researchers indicated it %s ynlikely that persons .
who  read below a fifth or sixth grade. level wqQuld be able to,
adequately MBandle the reading requiremeguts for ‘initial job .

-assignments, much, less those for higher level positiqgs..

Lack of career,potential is also maniféstégkig the fact
that low regde§s are often assigned to "labor force" posi-
‘tions (wh%Fh still require mihiggl reading skills) rather -
than the more; technical skill areas. For example, few gradu-
ates from the Navy's readind\ remediation progriam enter - ‘
technical training; instead, ey recdelive apprenticeshilp .
training to be¢ome seamen, girmen, or firemen. . Similarly,
most graduates’'of the Mari Corps_and Army literacy programs

pt

w e

- have military occupational special s related to infantry,
* ' combat arms, yjand other nontechnical pbsitions. The excep-
b tion is thatfthe Air~Farge graduates usually went into
’ a variety of occupatisns, including administration, :
security, and aircraft maintenance. Data was not available
‘on the success rate of those Air Force personnel that entered
technical programs after completing reading.-remediation.. .
—Several studies condficted within DQD have created an
~awarenhss of the illitera ‘problem. Even though asDepartment-
.Widiipkbgram and policy haye not been developed to allefiate
the Widverse condyt/ion, the-individual services have taken some
action.
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, CHAPTER 3

EFFORTS BY THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE

o ~ "'TO ALLEVIATE THE IDLITERACY PROBLEM

"Having recognized that many enlisted personnel suffer _

from limitei reading skill', the four se;;ésg% have taken some )
actitns to improve the likelihood of a cessful military - g
career for poor readers. Reading improvement programs ard : .
"ﬁrogruﬁérto reduce the difficulty of reading materials are

used most frequently to close the literacy gap:betweeh en- .$\¢
listees and their readivg paterials. The specific type of—
program and eligibility screening often varies by location, !

even within a service. . { .
. READING IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS - .
"Each recruit training center {;lt offers a remedial v

program gives a reading.test to some or &ll recruits to |
identify persons in need of remedial reading training. (See
.app, II.) 1If test results indicate serdious reading problems,
regfuits are transferred to. remedial realding programs for .
‘ve€rification of reading deficiencies. ;

Eligibiiﬁty criteria for participants in remedjial read-

ing programs varies among the services. At the San Diego

-Marine' Corps Recrujt Depot 1/ recruits who read below 4.5 are
| admitted to the pfogram, while in the Air Foyce those who

read below 6.0 are admitted. Entry level criteria of the

three Navy .programs ranged from 3.0 to 6.0, and the entry -

eligibility at the Army installations ranged up to 7.0. With .

the exception of the Army, these criteria have been estab-

‘lished somewhat arbitrarily. By contrast., the Army inven~-.

toRied the reading- demands of several occupational fields

and\determined that Army personnel should be able to read, as

a minimum, at the seventh grade level \and, accordingly, - ,

remedial reading programs should be aimed at producing no -~ .

less than a seventh grade reaéing ability. ‘ ‘ <

Responses ' from 11 of 15 military training centers

indicated that apprbximatély'337.000'recruits were ‘at those
\centers during 1975; about 5,800 recruits participated in
remedial reading programs. _The estimated cost of the

AN

. * i
i/Parris Islan;\zzé not have a program at thg Eiye of our

review.
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remediation programs was about. $3.5 mllllgﬁ. 1/ as shown
e below. ' %fl _ ' "
) Sergige' o ‘Amount \ - . Cost per graduate
Navy « $ 574,435 . - $864 R
-~ Army . . . 2,440,226 ' 809 )
; fnfrine Corps 4 a/371,504 7 608 . *
Alr Force } . __ 176,927 602 o -
S ; - ,
~ Total . $3,563,092. . $668" (average)
—— ~
a/Includes prograﬂ participation in the amount of $85,000 by
a local community college district. R . .
»

' .Approximately 92 percent of the-total part1c1pants
' graduated from the reading programs. .The following table sum-
marizes services' data on the extent of participation and rate

of successful completlon of the 11 programs. o \
- . Total“ ' - :
T number Number of .Program graduates
) - of progr am Percent of
Service - recruits participants Number*qjgart1c1pants ~
- Navy . 93,967 920 665 72
Army 138,125 = 3,880 3,764 97 .
. Marine , S . B .
\\ Corps 29,746 o711 611\, 86
"Air Force 75,000 310 294 95 ‘,%5
Total’ 336,838 5,821 . 5,334 - 92 - )

- More detailed 1nformat10n on each program,’such as tjpes of
1nstructors. program organlzatlon. and graduation criteria,
is contained . in appendix II. e?

ggctors limiting effectiveness
of ﬁemedIEl reading programs -

-

Several programs reported impressive ga1ns in participants'
reading ability in calendar year 1975, but the results were
' somewhat mlsleadlng and might be 1nflated due -to testlng-

PR

l/ThlS estimate is incomplete and generally includes instructor .
costs and recru1t salarles. but nat supplles or- other suppeort

Costs. ' . . .I . .
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phenome ;/};hat tengﬁfﬁ_oversgate‘such scores. The following
table rizes the reported gains for all programs during 7
1975. ’ : _ -

\ , 1 4 .
+ -vy - * Average Average Average .
——d— - prepraégram p&st- . .9g9ain, a
( Service . - RGL | program RGL  in RGL :

) - B < R LI
Navy ' ! 4.8 - - 6.6 1.8 |
Army 4.5 6.4 1.9, -

_ Marine Gorps - 379 o 61 2.2 .

Alr Force o 5.2. 7.5 2. ﬂjjk& *

The,ave}age gains in the participants' readihg ability

' appear impressive in view of the limited length of the pro-~
grams. However, some researchers and others within the -
‘services believe the programs’ compressed nature and general
lack’ of sorientation toward functional or military require- ]
ments may hinder long-term benefits. We believe -that these /
" brief, one-time efforts, as presently structured, do not ‘

" substantially reduce illiteracy. '

' Ptggrams not geared to functional )
“_.requirements might be less successful N

The Navy, Marine Corps, and Alr Force use a general
literacy approach in their respective remediation programs
which emphasizes basic reading skills and concepts, The Army

suses a functional literacy program which ‘contains general ,
reading instruction but is also geared toward the recruit's "
military occupational speciality. In the Army program, con-
cepts and material from the individualt‘s career field are
used, and the student ‘learns to apply rudimentary reading
skills by using job-related material.

: Army researchers demonstrated that the functional
literacy program yielded greater gains ih job-related reading
ability than in general reading skills, and that students '
~were more likely' to retain their improved, functional reading .
sKill gains because of its immediate application to their
military assignments. The researchers concluded: =

T T — —— — —— ——————— — A o e o e

1l/Long known to educational researchers and program evaluators,
these phenomena (known technically as "pretest sensitiza-
tion," "memory bias," and. "regression artifacts") are dis-
cussed in detail by Campbell and Stanley in R.L. Gagne (Ed.)
Handbook of Research on_Teaching.  Chicago: °‘Rand McNally, 1963.

-
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- "k *x * The substantially grneater retention of the ,
° - previgusly-learned job reading - skills”illustrates

' again the effectiveness of training in -those skills
which will be practiced, 4pplied, and refained in,
™ the training and job situatjions which follow the . \
period of intensive reading training." .
- Data from two of the gerderal literacy programs _supports
the Army fIwdihgs. At one naval trainigg center, a sample of
remedial reading participants 16st “an average of about half .
of their gains within 2 to 7 weeks after compkétihg the program.
A special study of selected graduates from the‘Air Rorce read-
ing program revealed that half lost from 1 to 3 read\ng grade
levels within 6 months after course)completion. . .
Programs are of. °
limited duration o , » . ‘ .

The services' remediation programs are of a short dura-
tion, ranging from 1 to 8 weeks.. Army researchers opted for
the functional literacy approach.-because they concluded it
was not feasible to provide poor readers the-equivalent of-

2 or 3 years of schooling .in less than a 2-month period. The
researchers asserted that it would be more feasible and pro-
ductive to provide a program for the type of reading required
in trafﬁing and on the job, if the services are only willing to
devote short periods to improving the reading skills of *
enlistees. '

Lack of long—terﬁ evaluative .
data precludes comprehensive ¢ _ R

. assessment of program effectiveness

Because the, services almost never follow up on the long-
term performance of reading program participants, valid eval-
uations of the quality and sugcess rate of the respective
services' programs are not pos ible. 'The remedial reading
programs we visited usually measured the improvement in ‘
student's reading ability, and discharge rates were maintained
through the basic training phase. -Reading program personnel
had no information about reading program participants once
they had successfully completed recruit training.

EFFORTS TO REDUCE THE o
DIFFICULTY OF READING MATERIAL ’
;ﬁﬁ;nel's

o

_In addition to the efforts to raise enlisted pe
reading level, the services have also attempted to reduce the
difficulty of some reading materials that personnel must use.

o - . , A
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This approach, is somewhat useful, but is very costly and
limited{beqause cortent must not be alteredK ’

-
L]

. In 1974 the Navy'began a $5 million, 5dyear program to
regsearch its operation 1 sneeds fdér improved technical data.
- -Phe effort is.to include an assessment of readability tech-
- niques, a cost-benefit analysis for rewriting material, and
~a field test of sample revisio§§\Q§imanuaL$ to determine if

ithout lo2ing quality. :

refdability is enhanced
In addition ‘to the 5 ;gar study, the Navy is researching
job reading requir ments occupational speciality and the)
degree of mismatc between \reading ability and reading materi-
als, They are alko identifying "readable writing" methods,
techniques for git skills ‘training in reading, and alterna-
‘ti¥es to the writtén word. A style guide was being developed
to provide technifdal and maintermance manual contractors with
standards to be used in preparing Navy material. - '

Klthough'the Navy has ini&iated numerous effortsbto
reduce the difficulty of written material, it has not” systdh-
atically attempted to write material. to specified levels;

. no standards have been adopted to indicate either the minimum

reading . level necessary for, Navy-service. or the 1level needed
-for particular occupationé}"fields. .

.’j The total cost to date for rewriting manuals and perform-
ing research in the readability area was not available. ,As
noted above, one ongoing project will cost more than $5 il-
lion, and Navy researchers said that any extensive efforts in

~this area will cost several millions more. .

~ We ware ‘unable to obtain a comprehensive profile of the
scope. and cost of Army., Air Force, and Marine-Corps programs
for reducing reading material complexity, but available in-
formation indicated that each service has taken some action

in the area. i ~o .

4o

The Army has unde;;aﬁen a $3 million program to}redesign A
approximately 2,000 Arm¥-wide publications, focusing ‘on the . o
style and method of material presentation. Joother Army g
- effort, entitled the "Improved Technical Documentation Training
Program,"” is designed. to make training material more under- :
standable. Cost information was not available on the latter

effort. . .

The Air Force has developed an inventory of reading
requirements for 56 occupational fields considered to be repre-
sentative of all career ladders in that service. The Air '
Training Command has provided guidelines for establishing

o)

-
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’ [i readability levels at which materials covering the various
occupations should be written. We also noted that the Air
Force was dbnducting xesearch’ on the development and vali-
dation of improved methods fot assuring !ﬁ’ .readability of”
téxtg. The ultimate goal is to develop a computerized method.
for dlagn051ng reading material and then prescribing improve-
ments. Cost data on the Alr Force's efgorts was not readlly),_?
available. .

The Army has provided many of the! tra1n1ng and field
manuals used by the Marlne Corps, whereas manuals detailing
the . operation and maintenadnce of equ1pment are usually pro-
vided by contractors. The difficulty in reading the Army-
furnished manuals varies greatly.

Contractor-furnished manuals generally have been written
at the 12th to 1l4th grade level.. Recently, the Marine Corps
adopted standards  for such material. Op rator manuals are said’

to be written at the sixth grade level,” and maintenance man-
uals at the eighth grade level. The Marine Corps reviews
incoming contractor-prepared material and if it is substan-
tiall ove the standards established., the material is
retur v the conttactor for appropriate revision. The
Corps does not plan to rewrite manuals received fore
e?dability standards were established.

FURTHER EFFORTS - ' ,
ARE _NEEDED -

———— e — ————— - —

In a September 1976 report on a tri-service "Conference.
on Reading and Readability Research in the "Armed Serv1ces."
the follow1ng recommendations were stated: :

--The services should develop a comprehensive plan’
directed toward a total career development Yrogram.

--Functional (job related) literacy training should
be providéd rather than general literacy training.

--0Ofr al language skills, as well as reading skills,
.shauld be considered in developing literacy train-
1ng programs. . ,

-—More research ghould be done on' the processes. 1n-
volved in reading and reading training.

are -interested in cooperating with DOD on the solu-
tion to-the illiteracy problem. Several OE officials believe
DOD has_a general responsibility, as a large employer, to

‘ ‘ ) 17 | ‘25 :

fflce of Education and National Institute of Education
officg B&é
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provige literacy training so that military personnel will be
more Productie members of society. They believe that the

services should have a/hajor role in meeting societal goals
in manpower training and in reducing unemployment, —

- DOD is aware that a large number of poor readers® enc
list in the military services, and that those individuals
represent potential problems to efficient, "effective, and
economical operation. The individual services have taken
some actions to improve the likelihood® that poor readers

will have successful milita Yy careers, but we believe that

current actions.have not n adequate nor managed well
enough to minimi#® the illiteracy problem. .,
. - .
a“” ‘

18 ‘ ‘-




‘

ST L CHAPTER 4 ,QMMWNJM,lL“um:

S P
. ¥ —-—————— -

g oA S TP %, i bl e

' THE ILLITERACY PROGRAM

’ More selective recruiting, better use of readlng 1mprove-
ment programs, revised instructional techniques to iRcrease
comprehension durlng basic and ad8vanced training, and -reduced
complexity of written material all represent alternatlves for -
'allev1at1ng the problems associated with 1111teracy in the

. services. " Each-has merits and drawbacks. A well-designed .
program for selectrng, training, and utlllzlng enllsted per- .
.sonnel mlght employ a combination of approaches. '

';MORE SELECTIVITY IN RECRUITING COULD
'REDUCE THE NUMBERS OF POOR READERS

%ﬁe'number of ‘poor readers entering the serv1ces could
be reduced by applying more stringent entrance reguirements
for reading skills and e ational attainment.” These re- -

. qulrements could increas he. overall . qualltytand capability

-~ of enlistees and eliminafe any of the problems associcated,
with poor readers’/\But other’ problems may surface as a re-
sult of the hlgher standards. - :

Total manpower requlrements L B
x_j’t be_ ach1eved . o L C

A; Avallable data 1nd1cates that by - 1mposxng hlgherl , o
“standards, theg number of available qualified enlistees mlght;\
be reduced and’ manpower might be insufficient to meet total S

“mllltary requirements. Navy researchers said, for: example,

.that imposing a reading grade level requirement of 5.5 would
have eliminated about 9 percent of the fiscal year 1974 Navy
enllstees/ -and an eighth grade reading requirement ‘would have

~eliminated over 18 percent of the enlistees:: Avallable .data
from the other services also indicated at many recruits

" ,would have' been ineligible for enllstmen ~had reading stand- -

,‘(' ard such as those applxed by the Navy rbsearchers, actually .

: been in effectr ;

a

. _ Although the 1mp051t10n of requ1red readlng levels
© . 'would affect availability of qualified qbcru1ts, evidence
shows that the incidence of failure by the very poorest BRI
" readers is so high that .some minimum readlng standard 1s ' o
| needed -'Fon example.~,; - . . ‘ .
7-Navy data coverlng the perlod June l974 to January
l975 shows that 64 percent of the enllstees at one'




training center - that read below the fourth grade .
-level were discharged before completlng recruit- :
tra1n1ng ' | ] .

—-Marine Corps data for the period February 1974 to
-August 1975 showed that 50 percent of he enlistees
at its San Diego training site who read below 3.5
failed to complete recru1t tralnlng. : :

-—Alr FoEce data for the phrlod January 1973 through
November~1974 showed that 75 percént of its remedial.
reading participants that read below a fourth- -grade
level were discharged during recru1t training,

. We bélleve it to be apparent that a. requ1red ‘minimum
- reading level would. be beneficial if establlshed for mili-
tary servjce in general and 'specific requirements set
for each service. Also, con31derat10n should be glven to
whether reading improvement programs should be used in ad-
dition to more selective recrultlng to maxlmum the potéhtlal
for a successful enllstment ‘
Academic achlevement sgould . ‘
be used cautlously as_a gulde I o .
in recru1t selectlon ‘ ' -

o

R Mllltary off1c1als sa1d that they have noted a°hlgh
correlation between acadenic ‘achievement and success in
’mllltary 11fe + Consequently, “the services -are’ at emptlnq
to upgrade the :overall: guality of their enlistees rough
“more extensive recruitment of high school graduates. Avail-
able data sdpports that practice and educational attainment
should be cdnsidered in the recruiting process. .
We found however, that educational attalnment does not
“insure that an individual is a good reader. Therefore, the
- fact™that an individual has a high school diploma does not
‘duarantee that he can read well. The following. data from
each services' remedial reading programs indicates that from
36 to 60 percent of the poor readers were high school grad- .

' Uates- - J . .
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ey —.High school graduates Eartlcigating in-
' Iected remedIal reading programs .

- wholwere high school

. Location = d. ' | graduates

Naval Training Q?nter, San Dlego(-‘ ; ' 55

Marine Corps Recrtuit Depot. .San Diego 36

Lackland Air Force Base, TeXas . 60 _
Fort Knox. Kentucky [ o 50 -

"Percent of participants,

Because the serv1ces ‘have expé“ienced better than average

ablegyrec u1ts. the services should also be cognizant ¢f an

indi 1dua1 s reading.ability because eviderice indicates that
eyen ‘the hlgh school graduate may be faced with all the prob-

lems typically assoc1ated w1th poor readers.
: Thegpress have recently reported on many instances of
high schools- giving dlplomas to students who are functional

illiterates., In a growing number of ‘school systems, students

. ‘are being required tp pass a basic skills examination as a
requirement for a diploma.  In general, however, high school. -

.‘graduatlon is no guarantee of literacy.

NEED TO REEVALUATE ™~
TLITERACY TRAINING PROGRAMS o | _ ;

ﬂ-r An effectlve remedlatlon programals 'a possible solutlon

" to. the problem. - As indicated earlier, researchers have de-

termined .that an extensive gap exists between enlistées'
reading abilities and much of the readlng material they must

- ~deal with during their m111tary careers, even for those per-

sons con51dered adequate in reading skllls.

_ If ‘the remediation programs are continued, we believe
consideration .shoyld be glv to refocusing the programs

™~

- from the vety poorest read - (most of whom should be elim=-

inated through selective recru1t1ng) .to a broader segment
of the’ enllsted ‘population. This would. narrow_the gap -

. between general readlng skills and specific Jo -related
..reading requirements.. 'An ‘effort of that type "would require

expanding the "services' current remediation concept. Such

‘a program could be integrakxed with skills tra1n1ng, career
~~counseling, ‘and general edu
'_ﬂproach could not only 1mprov'

_flon development. This ap-
the operatlonal effectlveness

. success with high school graduates, 'that recruitment criterion
should coptinue ta be’ applled However, in evaluating avail-

AY

o
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. -
of the services, uf/in the longer view, better prepare per-
- gonnel- for- productive - roles in society. after completing their

military careers. .

REDESIGNED TRAINING PROGRAMS ‘ .
COULD_ASSIST POOK, READERS | o,

¥

f Resgarch in teaching methods has shown that alternative!/-
to literacy training exist which could improve the productiv-

ity of” poor readers. Greater ‘use of video tapes, cassette

. tapes, and lectures could reduce the amount of reading re-

i -q

quired in training programs. Many instructors are alreadyu
employing these techniques because they find .such methods.
effective in communicating with all students, not just the
oor readers. AlthOugh these techniques are effective for
training purposes, .it 'is not practical or desirable that

N

Such instructional methods :be completely. Substituted for in-

struction requiring reading because - | N

-jthe development of effective training programs with—
out reéding (and\ the necessary materials and equip-
ment) is 'very costly, and

--an individual, upon completion ofﬁtraining; id ex-
pected ta perform his job with reference to only
‘the normal guidance materials, such as manuals, jthus

requiring reading skill. A

¢

"The services ghould con51der alternative 1\Fﬂructional
techniques to improve the comprehensibility of military
training, but the revised techniques should not reduce" the’

_ emphasis 'on the need for effective readrng skills.

_SIMPLIFYING READING MATERIALS CAN

'PARTIALLY ALLEVIATE THE PROBLEM

stion to reduce the complexity of its reading materials,

As discussed earlier, each service has taken some ag-=

thus

reducing the literacy gap between readers and their pertinent .

military literature.  This’ technlque is effective but must
be used -prudently because (1) rewriting extensivé amounts
of material would be very costly and (2) oversimplifying
material can so dilute the content that it is no longer
usable for its intended purpose. » ,

Action has been taken w1th1n some Department of Defense
. activities to reduce ‘the level of difficulty’ Jﬁ -some written
‘material. and, to provide writing ‘standards for

111tary man-

uals and technical materials to be used' by military peasonneh,_
so future enlis ees may have less- difficulty in comprehendlng

22 ¥
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o military literature.w However, because of the prohibitive )
4 cost of rewritingiall military literature and the fact that
=~guch rewritidg’ﬁ%e limits as to its effectiveness, this ap- .

proach should be considered as one of a group of alternatives

. to be employed in making military personnel better able to
comprehend written material, ? . ..




' CHAPTER 5

Sl e ooeo - CONCLUSIONS-AND -RECOMMENDATIONS -~ /-~ - -

[

CONCLUSIONS ; : . ’\\ o 5
The magnitude of. the i11iter cy problem in the services
has never been fully Assessed. ilable evidence, however,

- indicates  that poor reading ability among many enlisted per-

sonnel hassa negative impacteon the effective performance of

their duties and on advancement.. Furthermore, poor readers,

who Sometimes also have motivational or aptitudinal problems, ,
tend to be discharged prematurelyi-many cannot complete bagic
training. Increased costs result om the illiteracy problwm, -
including the investment in personnel who are prematurely .
discharged and the’ reduction in operational effectiveness #

‘among the services' units, There are also other implications,
such as discharging personnel who do not have the basic skills
necessary to enter ‘the civilian work fOrce. S '

'"The services ‘have shown concern about the illiteracy v ,

problem by spending over $3 million annually on their re- ]
medial programs, committing over $8 million to\make reading .
materials emsier to comprehend, and .conducting numerous _ -
. (but piecemeal) research efforts, etc. Some progress has o
been made, but the overall illiteracy problem persists.

Current efforts to correct the illiteracy problem have not

been totally effective. . , o .
:-?JRECOEMENDATIONS o
LR re R . . B - [ . B S W
- We recommend that the Secretary of Defense develop I
a policy to address the illiteracy problem and have the I TN
gDepartment tos: _ R Cw _ . R
: : < -
--Determzne the readtng grade‘lewel required for . -
each military occupation and assess the magnitude S
of the services' illiteracy problem within each igé,»
occupation. - * - A
-—-Establish an overall minimum RGL reguired'for ' *f

enlistment that, will still allow the services to meet
their quantity goals, and consider establishing 4 C
specific RGL requirement to enter each occupation.-

~~-Determine reading ability before enlistment so
that if very poor readers do not qualify -for

military service, they can: be,“unseled to ]
seek help from civilian programs._' L m .
.,‘ ' ~ ' ;
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--Intensify efforts to reduce the complexity of
SRR written materials. s

--Decide the extent of efforts to idproye the
reading skills of military personnel as a

matter of general responsibility.' ~e
~~Analyze the value and effectiveness of current
. remedial traijning programs in improving: -
trainability and JOb performance . v

' -~
--Should remedial programs be continued, make
‘ certain. that they are integrated with skill®
training; cateer counseling; and general éducation
development; and provide central, coordinated
' contigl of the programs including etanﬁardized
~ elig ility criteria, course content, goals, and

evaluation systems.

--Coo rd nate efforts with the u.s. JOffice of
yzgucétion and the National Institute of Education
o benefit from their expertise and research on the
national illiteracy problem.

In view of.the 90581b1e consequences of the illiteracy
problem. on the operational effectiveness of the military
services, we recommend the, K Secretary of Defense consider re- .
porting annually to the Congress on progress being made to

. alleviate- the problem of 111iteracy among . military personnel

.
- »
> - -
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APPENDIX I. “ | | APPENDIX I

L

LOCATIONS VISITED

RESEARCH ACTIVITIES

--Navy Personnel Research and Development Center, San
Diego, Calif.

--Naval Health Research Center, San Diego, Calif.

-=-Human Resources Research Organization, Western
Division, Monterey Calif. :

--Air Force Human Resodxces Laboratory, Lackland
Alr Force Base, Tex. ,

-—Iﬁ/ernational Trainij ng Consultants, Inc., Burbank,
® calif. ’

-

RECRUIT TRAINING INSTALLATIONS

--Naval Training Center, San Diego, calif.
'--Marlne Corps Recruit Depot, San Diego, Calif.
. --U.s. Army Armor Cente% "Fort Knox, Ky. ‘l ';

——Air Force M1litary Tralnlng Center, Lackland Alr
Force Base, Tex. T '

TRAINING COMMANDS Lo L
: n

o “T;-‘

——Chief of Naval Educatlon and Tralnlng, Pensaqola, Fla;
- --U.s. Army Tralning and Doctrine Command For ¢ Monroe,_,
. Va, . . . _ ‘

--Alr Traingpg Command, Randolph A1r Eorce Base, Tex.

‘J

QTHER Locarxons S ?,'_ e

—-U S. Offlce of Educatlon, Washlngton, D.C.

;—:force of thesseoretagy of Defense,_Washington57b.cai
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.up to 10 copies free of charge. Members of the
press; college Ilbraries, faculty members, and stu-
dents;and non-profit organizations may raeceive up
to 2 copies free of charge. Requests for larger quan:
tities should be apcompamed by paymem

Requesters entitled *to reports wuthout charge should

address their requests to:

¢
U.S. General Accounting Office
Distributjon Section, Room 4522
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Washington, D.C. 20648

Requesters who are required to pay for reports’
should send their requests with checks or money

-

-orders to
! General Atcounting Office -
\Distrib'uti.on Section

P.O. Box 1020

Washington, D.C. 20013
Checks or money orders should be made payable to
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